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Addendum to Interview Summary 



Attorney E. Ellis called 7/13/05 to discuss the previous Office Action, and Claims. He 
indicated differences between Henry and claim language "field weakening control of the motor"; 
e.g., Claims 1 and 9. Examiner pointed out that the language was non-specific to distinguish 
over Henry, in contrast to more detailed language such as that in Claims 3 and 11; "...by 
controlling a phase of a motor current which is controlled with a PWM-controlled pulse signal". 
Examiner suggested that this latter language be integrated to narrow the independent Claims 1 
and 9. 



Ms. Lee S. Lum 

Examiner 

7/13/05 




